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b‘ California Regional Water Qhality Control Board
- North Coast Region

Winston H. Hickox , . .
Secretary for Ross R. Liscum, Chairman _
Environmental Gray Davis
Protection Internet Address: http://www.swrcb.ca.gov Governor
5550 Skylane Boulevard, Suite A, Santa Rosa, California 95403
Phone (707) 576-2220  FAX (707) 523-0135

November 22, 1999

Mr. Steven Horner
Barnum Timber Company
PO Box 1365

Eureka, CA 95502-1365

Dear: Mr. Horner
SUBJECT: Redwood Creek Clean Water Act 303(d) Listing

In response to your request for the basis for the Clean Water Act 303(d) listing of Redwood
Creek (Humboldt County), I am pleased to provide the enclosed information. While these
documents provide the administrative basis for the initial listing of Redwood Creek, it is widely
recognized that information developed through reports detailing restoration and mitigation work
on Redwood Creek documents in greater detail the challenges confronted in restoring the
ecological integrity of the basin with respect to sediment transport. Additional insight to the
federal requirement for developing total maximum daily loads may be found in Clean Water Act
section 303(d)(3).

Should you have further questions on this matter, please contact me at (707) 576-2661. Thank
you for your continued interest in our mission to preserve and restore the water resources of this
state.

Sincerely,

)

Bruce Gwynn
Environmental Specialist I11

BG:clh/redinfo

Enclosures:

e 1-1: USEPA October 19, 1993 letter from Harry Seraydarian to Walt Pettit.

e 1-2: September 10, 1993 Staff Report Supporting Final Action on California 303(d) List.

e 2-1: USEPA April 22, 1993 Staff Report Supporting Recommended Action on 1992
California 303(d) Lists.

e 2-2: USEPA fact sheet for Redwood Creek.

e 3-1: NCRWQCB 3/17/94 Water Body Fact Sheet for Redwood Creek.
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The U.S. Environmental Protection"Agency has “reviewed
California‘s §303(d) waterbody lists submitted August 24, 1993. We
hereby disapprove California‘s §303(d) list of waters needlng TMDLs
and establish a final list comprised of the 259 waters listed by
the State and 17 additional waters which meet the listing criteria.
We have discussed our proposed decision with staff at the State
Board and Regional Boards, and we understand that they do not
oppose this action. I would like to emphasize that the State and
Regional Boards generally did an excellent job in developing the
§303(d) 1lists, and that there are relatively few areas of
disagreement. I believe that the §303(d) list will provide a
useful starting point for more effective targeting of water quality
protection efforts throughout California. The following sections
explain our decision in greater detail.

Background

EPA partially approved California‘’s §303(d) lists on September
24, 1992. In this action, EPA approved the listing of waters listed
by the State, and requested additional information about a large
number of potential candidate waters. At that time, we provided
the State with the opportunity to revise the §303(d) list to
include additional waters. In a letter dated October 28, 1992, the
State informed EPA that California would not amend its §303(d4) list
at this time. However, State and Regional Board staff were very
responsive in addressing EPA’s requests for additional information.

From the larger list of potential listing candicdates, EPA
identified 17 additional waters which meet the listing criteria. In
order for EPA to add waters to a State §303(d) list, we are
required to first disapprove the State‘’s decision not to list these
waters, then establish a final §303(d) list containing all waters
which meet the listing criteria. Today’s action follows this
procedure. -

Public Notice and Comments

In May, 1993, EPA published a notice in the Federal Register
requesting public comment on the state list and EPA’s proposal to

\
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Staff Report Supporting Final Action
California 303(d) List

Prepared by David Smith, September 10, 1993

Pursuant to listing requirements established in Clean Water
Act Section 303(d), and the Water Quality Planning and Management
Regulations (40 CFR 130.7), California State Water Resources
Control Board submitted listing actions to EPA for review and
approval. California submitted its final Section 303(d) list on
August 24, 1992. On September 24, 1992, EPA partially approved
California‘s lists and requested additional information about a
large number of potential candidate waters. In this action, EPA
fully approval of California‘’s priority list of 28 waters targeted
for TMDL development in the immediate future. In a Staff Report
dated April 22, 1993, EPA recommended disapproval of California’s
§303(d) list because California did not list 17 waters which meet
the listing criteria. We recommended the approval of a list
comprised of the 259 waters listed by the State and the 17
additional waters which meet the listing criteria.

Pursuant to the public participation requirements established
in 40 CFR 25, EPA published a notice of availability in the Federal
Register and requested public comment on EPA’s proposed decisions

(58 FR 92, pp. 28,569-28,571, May 14, 1992). EPA received one
comment letter concerning California’s §303(d) list during the 30
day comment period provided in Federal Register notice. We
consulted with the Regional Water Quality Control Board in
developing our response to these comments. EPA‘’s response to
issues raised in the comment letter is attached to this staff
report. EPA has determined that no changes to the proposed

decision are warranted in response to comments received.

The Division Director is delegated the authority to approve or
disapprove Section 303(d) lists submitted by the States. When EPA
disapproves a state §303(d) list, EPA is required to establish a
§303(d) 1list for that state (40 CFR 130.7(d)). Therefore, I
recommend that the Division Director disapprove California’s
Section 303(d) 1listing submittal and establish a €final 1list
comprised of the 259 waters listed by the state and the 17
additional waters identified in the April 22, 1993 staff report.



California §303(d) Response To Comments
page 2

Because the State of California has already indicated its
intent to develop a TMDL for Laguna de Santa Rosa during the 1992-
94 period, EPA concludes that it is unnecessary to establish an
enforceable schedule in order to ensure that the State develops
this TMDL. ’

EPA and the State of California are currently reviewing
progress made in developing TMDLs for the targeted high priority
waterbodies. EPA expects that the State will make substantial
progress in developing TMDLs for these waters over the next year,
and that TMDLs will be submitted for EPA approval upon completion.
If the State does not make reasonable progress in developing TMDLs
for targeted waterbodies, EPA will take appropriate measures to
ensure that high priority TMDLs are developed.

In conclusion, EPA agrees that a TMDL should be developed for
the Laguna de Santa Rosa and concludes that the State has made a
firm commitment to develop this TMDL. EPA disagrees with the
request to establish a specific time line for TMDL development in
this case because such a schedule is unnecessary. '

3) A TMDL for the Lower Russian River should be accomplished by
the time frame established for the Laguna de Santa Rosa TMDL.

RESPONSE: EPA concludes that there is insufficient information to
support listing of the Lower Russian River on the §303(d) list (see
response to comment #1). Because EPA does not intend to list the
Russian River on the §303(d) 1list, we conclude that it is
unnecessary and inappropriate to establish a schedule for TMDL
development for the Russian River.

4) Commentor agrees that 17 rivers proposed by EPA for inclusion
on the §303(d) list should be added to the list.

RESPONSE: Comment noted. EPA is adding these 17 rivers to the
final §303(d) list.
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§303(d) List Submittal Recommended Decision “leN¢23'”

EPA has reviewed California's Clean Water Act §303(d) lists
contained in its Section 303(d) Report dated July 1992 and
submitted August 24, 1992. cCalifornia lists 259 waterbodies still
requiring total maximum daily loads (TMDLs) [303(d) Report, Section
2], and 28 waterbody reaches for which TMDLs will be updated or
established over the next two years [303(d) Report, Section 3].

On September 24, 1992, EPA partially approved California's
303(d) list of water quality limited segments still requiring TMDLs
and the list of water quality limited segments for which TMDLs will
be updated or established within the next two years. cCalifornia's
submittal partially satisfies the listing requirements in Clean
Water Act §303(d)(1)(a) and 40 CFR 130.7 because the listings of
waters in the California 303(d) Report:

e are based on reasonable analysis of available information
concerning State water quality conditions,

+ identify many, but not all waters within State boundaries
for which effluent limitations required by §301(b) (1) (a) and
§301(b) (1) (b) are not stringent enough to implement
‘applicable water quality standards, and

« establish a priority ranking for listed waters, taking into
account the severity of the pollution and the uses to be
made of such waters.

Oon September 28, 1992, EPA requested additional information
regarding a large number of waterbodies which were not listed and
provided the State the opportunity to amend its list to include
additional waters which meet the listing criteria. 1In a letter
dated October 28, 1992, the cCalifornia Water Resources Control
Board informed EPA that the State would not amend its lists at this
time. Therefore, we recommend partial disapproval of the list-of
water quality 1limited segments still requiring TMDLs because
California did not list 17 waters which meet the listing criteria.
We recommend addition of the following waterbodies to California's
list:

203 30T
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Waterbody Name Hydrologic Unit Number

Garcia River 113.70
Trinity River 106.00
Gualala River 113.80
Redwood Creek 107.00
Shasta River 105.50
Scott River 105.40
Klamath River 105.00
Tomki Creek 111.62
Big River 113.30
Albion River 113.40
Van Duzen River 111.20
South Fork Trinity River 106.20
Eel River 111.00
Mad River 109.00
Mattole River 112.30
Navarro River 113.50
Noyo River 113.20

Attached to this report are fact sheets for each of these
additional waters which explain the basis for adding the
waterbodies to the California 303(d) list. EPA does not propose
any changes to the list of waters for which TMDLs will be developed
over the next two years.

Basis for List Review

EPA reviewed California's §303(d) lists by comparing them with
assessments of water quality impairment found in the following
documents:

* "1992 Water Quality Assessment Report (May 1992)"

°A"DECISION OF USEPA ON LISTINGS UNDER SECTION 304(l) OF
" THE CLEAN WATER ACT REGARDING THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA,"™ EPA
Region IX, (September 28, 1990),

+ Assorted documents which are cited in the attached waterbody
fact sheets.

« "Nonpoint Source Assessment Report" (August, 1989)

EPA's analysis indicates that the State has listed most, but
not all documented impaired waters as water quality 1limited
segments requiring TMDLs. The list of waters targeted for TMDL
development within the next two years appears to be reasonable.
Therefore, EPA concludes that cCalifornia has partially met its
303(d) listing obligations.

Based on its review of 1992 Water Quality Assessment and the
other sources listed above, EPA identified additional waters as
possible candidates for 303(d) listing. EPA requested and received
assistance from Regional Water Quality Control Board staff in



further evaluating these additional waters and identifying
additional sources of information about these waters. Regional
Water Quality Control Board staff provided explanations of the
State decisions not to list most of the waters identified by EPA as
possible candidate waters. The Administrative Record contains
letters from two Regional Boards and notes from telephone
conversations with staff from 6 Regional Boards which describe the
basis for these State decisions.

EPA believes that the Water Quality Assessment alone provides
insufficient information to determine whether waterbodies should be
listed on the 303(d) list. Therefore, EPA proposes to add to the
California 303 (d) list only those waters for which multiple sources
of information are available to support a finding that a segment is
water quality limited (i.e., effluent 1limitations required by
§301(b) (1) (a) and §301(b)(1l)(b) are not stringent enough to
implement applicable water gquality standards. Based on its review
of readily available information about possible candidate
waterbodies listed in EPA's letter dated September 28, 1992, EPA is
proposing to add 17 waters to the California 303(d) list. See the
attached fact sheets for specific information concerning each of
these waterbodies.

Next Steps

california provided adequate opportunity for public
participation in the development of its 303(d) Report (see 303(d)
Report, p. 2 for details concerning public participation
activities). EPA is proposing to add waters to the California
303(d) list and must provide adequate opportunity for the public to
review and comment on this proposed decison (40 CFR 25).
Therefore, EPA will publish a notice in the Federal Register
inviting public comment on the proposal to add waters to
California's 303(d) list. A 30 day comment period will be
provided. EPA will consider comments received from the public in
its final decision and will produce a document which explains EPA's
responses to public comments. EPA will consult with cCalifornia
Water Resources Control Board and Regional Water Quality Control
Boards in its consideration of public comments. EPA Region 9
expects to reach a final decision on California's list in June
1993.



303(d) FACT SHEET
WATER BODY NAME: Redwood Creek
LOCATION BY HYDROLOGIC UNIT NO.: 107.00 Source to Mouth

BASIS FOR LISTING:

-
-
£

Redwood Creek aquatic habitat is impaired by excessive
sediment loading caused by historic logging activity (Water Quality
Fact Sheet). Anadromous fish populations have experienced
significant declines in Redwood Creek, partly as a result of
fisheries habitat degradation (American Fisheries Society report,
March 29, 1992, Page 3 and Water Quality Fact Sheet).



. . . "
Date: 03/17/94 WATER BODY FACT SHEET Region: 1
Water Body Name: REDWOOD CREEK Hydrologic Unit No.: 107.00 Total Areal Extent: 63 MI Type of Resource: Rivers and Streams
Clean Water Strategy Rating Resource Value: 3 Uniqueness: 4 Magnitude of Use: 3
SUMMARY OF PROBLEM(s) OR CONCERN(s)
Type of Problem/Need: SEDIMENTATION FROM NATURAL AND HUMAN Location: SOURCE TO MOUTH
SOURCES HAS IMPACTED BENEFICIAL USES. ‘
Problem/Need(s) and Source Description: REDWOOD CREEK, PARTIALLY PROTECTED BY REDWOOD NATIONAL PARK, IS THE DOMESTIC WATER SUPPLY FOR THE COMMUNITY '
OF ORICK, AND SUPPORTS AN ANADROMOUS SALMONID FISHERY. HISTORIC LOGGING UPSTREAM OF THE PARK HAS RESULTED IN NPS SEDIMENTATION. FISH POPULATIONS HAVE
DECLINED.
. Concern 1 Concern 2 Concern 3
Specific Location: ORICK : MULTIPLE AREAS :
Type of Pollutants/Parameters: SED, DEB, NUT : SED, DEB, HAB :
SuUs H :
Method of Assessment: Best Professional Judgement : Best Professional Judgement :
Water Quality Impaired or Threatened?: Threatened - 3 : Threatened - 3 :
Major Beneficial Use Category Affected: Recreational : Aquatic
Type of Source(s): INDU : SILV, RANG, ONPS :
Areal Extent: 1e MI : 63e MI .
Programs Affected: NPDES, WDRNON15, WQC-PLAN, UGT : NPS, MONITOR, UNREG, WQC-PLAN :
Concern 4 Concern 5 Concern é
Specific Location: : .
Type of Pollutants/Parameters: : :
Method of Assessment: : .
Water Quality Impaired or Threatened?: : .
Major Beneficial Use Category Affected: B .
Type of Source(s): : :

Areal Extent: : F
Programs Affected: : .

e = areal extent of problem is estimated Date Last Updated: 12/05/90
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Dear Mr. Barnum: v %&&

Thank you for your inquiry to Dave Smith regarding the listing of Redwood Creek as
impaired pursuant to Section 303(d) of the Clean Water Act. I have been asked to respond to
your letter. One reason why you may have had difficulty determining listing requirements is
because EPA has recently proposed significant changes to the regulations that implement Section
303(d). This letter addresses certain aspects of the current and proposed rules.

In accordance with Section 303(d), states decide whether to list waters as impaired. The
North Coast Regional Water Quality Control (Regional Water Board) makes the listing decisions
for Redwood Creek. They are required to review and update the 303(d) list every two years. The
next update is due to EPA on 1 April 2000, but this deadline may be extended, because the
proposed amendments to the regulations would change listing requirements.

The proposed amendments also address the issue of removing a water from the 303(d)
list. Currently, states can remove a water from the list once a TMDL has been established. EPA
is proposing to change this by requiring that waters with TMDLs be placed on a separate portion
of the list until the waters actually attain the applicable water quality standards.

-EPA is soliciting comments on the proposed regulations. The comment period has been
extended to 22 December 1999. The proposal and a description of the procedures for submitting
comments are available on the EPA web page (http://www.epa.gov/owow/tmdl).

The requirements for the next update of the 303(d) list are uncertain, because of the
proposed amendments to the regulations, but I hope this at least clarifies the situation. If you
have any questions, please contact me at 415-744-1280. You may also wish to contact Bruce
Gwynne of the Regional Water Board at 707-576-2661 regarding issues related to the 303(d) list
for the North Coast Region and Redwood Creek.

Gh-dsd

Douglas E. Eberhardt
Coordinator, Forest Ecosystem Initiative

cc: Bruce Gwynne, Regional Water Board




T .Q " California Regional Water Quality Control Board

4 .
. V North Coast Region ke
N
Peter M. Rooney Internet Address: http://www.swrcb.ca.gov Pete Wiison
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August 11, 1998

Mr. Charles Ciancio
P.O.Box 172
Cutten, CA 95534

SUBJECT: Redwood Creek Clean Water Act 303(d) Listing
Dear :Mr. Ciancio

In response to your request for the documents providing the basis for the Clean Water Act 303(d)
listing of Redwood Creek, I am pleased to provide the enclosed information. While these
documents provide the administrative basis for the initial listing of Redwood Creek, it is widely
recognized that information developed by Redwood State and National Parks documents in
greater detail the challenges confronted in restoring the ecological integrity of the basin with
respect to sediment transport. Additional insight to the federal requirement for developing total
maximum daily loads may be found in Clean Water Act section 303(d)(3).

Should you have further questions on this matter, please contact me at (707)576-2661. Thank
you for your continued interest in our mission to preserve and restore the water resources of this

state.
Sincerely,
Bruce Gwynne

Environmental Specialist
North Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board

Enclosures:

e 1-2: USEPA October 19, 1993 letter from Harry Seraydarian to Walt Pettit, with September
10, 1993 Staff Report Supporting Final Action on California 303(d) List

e 2-2: USEPA April 22, 1993 Staff Report Supporting Recommended Action on 1992
California 303(d) Lists, with USEPA fact sheet for Redwood Creek

California Environmental Protection Agency

,©o
oK) Recycled Paper
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The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency has ~“reviewed
California‘’s §303(d) waterbody lists submitted August 24, 1993. We
hereby disapprove California‘s §303(d) list of waters needing TMDLs
and establish a final list comprised of the 259 waters listed by
the State and 17 additional waters which meet the listing criteria.
We have discussed our proposed decision with staff at the State
Board and Regional Boards, and we understand that they do not
oppose this action. I would like to emphasize that the State and
Regional Boards generally did an excellent job in developing the
§303(d) 1lists, and that there are relatively few areas of
disagreement. I believe that the §303(d) 1list will provide a
useful starting point for more effective targeting of water quality
protection efforts throughout California. The following sections
explain our decision in greater detail.

Background

EPA partially approved California‘s §303(d) lists on September
24, 1992. In this action, EPA approved the listing of waters listed
by the State, and requested additional information about a large
number of potential candidate waters. At that time, we provided
the State with the opportunity to revise the §303(d) 1list to
include additional waters. In a letter dated October 28, 1992, the
State informed EPA that California would not amend its §303(d) list
at this time. However, State and Regional Board staff were very
responsive in addressing EPA’s requests for additional information.

From the larger list of potential listing candidates, EPA
identified 17 additional waters which meet the listing criteria. In
order for EPA to add waters to a State §303(d) 1list, we are
required to first disapprove the State’s decision not to list these
waters, then establish a final §303(d) list containing all waters
which meet the 1listing criteria. Today'’s action follows this
procedure.

Public Notice and Comments

In May, 1993, EPA published a notice in the Federal Register
requesting public comment on the state list and EPA'’s proposal to

N
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add 17 waters. ‘A copy of our final staff report and responses to
public comments are attached for your review. No changes in EPA'’s
proposed decision were made in response to public comments.

Today’'s Action

The list we are establishing today includes all the waters
listed by the State and the following 17 waters:

Waterbody Name Hydrologic Unit Number Pollutant (s)

Garcia River 113.70 sediments

Trinity River 106.00 sediment, temperature
Gualala River 113.80 sediment

Redwood Creek 107.00 sediment

Shasta River 105.50 dissolved oxygen
Scott River 105.40 sediment '

Klamath River 105.00 temperature, nutrients
Tomki Creek 111.62 sediment

Big River 113.30 sediment

Albion River 113.40 sediment

Van Duzen River 111.20 0 sediment

S. Fork Trinity River 105.20 “leJ# sediment

Eel River 111.00 sediment, temperature
Mad River 109.00 sediment, turbidity
Mattole River 112.30 sediment, temperature
Navarro River 113.50 sediment

Noyo River 113.20 sediment

In the September 24th action, EPA fully approved California‘s
list of highest priority waters targeted for TMDL development in
the next two years. Today’s . action does not affect our prlor
approval of the priority list.

We appreciate the California‘s efforts to address the §303(d)
listing requirements in a thorough and timely manner, and we look
forward to working with the State to make the TMDL process an
effective part of your water quality management program. If you
have any questions concerning this action, please call me at (415)
744-2125 or ask your staff to call David Smith at (415) 744-2019.

Sincerely,

Harry Seraydarian
Director
Water Management Division

enclosures

cc: Michael Perrone, Division of Water Quality
John Norton, Division of Water Quality _
Bob Klamt, North Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board
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Staff Report Supporting Final Action
California 303(d) List

Prepared by David Smith, September 10, 1993

Pursuant to listing requirements established in Clean Water
Act Section 303(d), and the Water Quality Planning and Management
Regulations (40 CFR 130.7), California State Water Resources
Control Board submitted listing actions to EPA for review and
approval. California submitted its final Section 303(d) list on
August 24, 1992. On September 24, 1992, EPA partiaily approved
California‘s lists and requested additional information about a
large number of potential candidate waters. In this action, EPA
fully approval of California‘s priority list of 28 waters targeted
for TMDL development in the immediate future. In a Staff Report
dated April 22, 1993, EPA recommended disapproval of California‘s
§303(d) list because California did not list 17 waters which meet
the listing criteria. We recommended the approval of a list
comprised of the 259 waters listed by the State and the 17
additional waters which meet the listing criteria.

Pursuant to the public participation requirements established
in 40 CFR 25, EPA published a notice of availability in the Federal
Register and requested public comment on EPA‘s proposed decisions

(58 FR 92, pp. 28,569-28,571, May 14, 1992). EPA received one
comment letter concerning California‘s §303(d) list during the 30
day comment period provided in Federal Register notice. We
consulted with the Regional Water Quality Control Board in
developing our response to these comments. EPA’s response to
issues raised in the comment letter is attached to this staff
report. EPA has determined that no changes to the proposed

decision are warranted in response to comments received.

The Division Director is delegated the authority to approve or
disapprove Section 303 (d) lists submitted by the States. When EPA
disapproves a state §303(d) list, EPA is required to establish a
§303(d) 1list for that state (40 CFR 130.7(4)). Therefore, I
recommend that the Division Director disapprove California’s
Section 303(d) 1listing submittal and establish a final 1list
comprised of the 259 waters listed by the state and the 17
additional waters identified in the April 22, 1993 staff report.



Response to Comments: California §303(d) List

CONCERNS: RUSSIAN RIVER, LAGUNA DE SANTA éosn
Comment #1: Russian River Watershed Protection Committee

1) The Lower Russian River is water quality limited and should be
added to the §303(d) list.

Response: The Section 303(d) listing includes the identification
and prioritization of waters which are not meeting or are not
expected to attain water quality standards, and the identification
of the pollutants causing or expected to cause violation of
standards [40 CFR 130.7(b) (1)]. The Regional Water Quality Control
Board evaluated the Russian River when the §303(d) lists were being
developed, and concluded that the River is not impaired. EPA
requested that the Regional Board review its assessment of the
Russian River, and the Regional Board reiterated its findings.

In order for EPA to add the Russian River to the §363(d) list,
additional information would have to be submitted which
demonstrates that the Russian River is impaired. In requesting
that the Russian River be added to the list, the commentor provided
information about alleged water quality problems affecting the
River. However, this information fails to support conclusive
findings that Russian River standards are not being met.
Therefore, EPA concludes that there is insufficient information to
support listing of the Russian River on the §303(d) 1list.

EPA agrees that there is a need for more thorough assessment
of water quality conditions in the Russian River. EPA is working
with the State Water Resources Control Board and Regional Water
Quality Control Board to focus additional monitoring and assessment
resources on the Russian River and its tributaries in the future.

2: A TMDL for Laguna de Santa Rosa must be prepared pursuant to
an enforceable time line of not more than one year.

Response:  The State of California listed the Laguna de Santa Rosa
on its 1992 §303(d) list as one of its highest priority waters.
The State has initiated development of TMDL action plans for the
Laguna de Santa Rosa and 27 other high priority waters.

Federal regulations require each state to (1) establish
priority rankings for waters identified on the §303(d) list, and
(2) specifically identify waters targeted for TMDL development in
the next two years (40 CFR 130.7(b)(4)]. The State of California
identified the Laguna de Santa Rosa as a waterbody targeted for
TMDL development in the two year period following the 1listing
process. EPA approved California's §303(d) listing and priority
ranking of Laguna de Santa Rosa on September 24, 1992. Therefore,
EPA expects that the State will develop a TMDL for the Laguna de
Santa Rosa within two years of that date.




California §303(d) Response To Comments
page 2

Because the State of California has already indicated its
intent to develop a TMDL for Laguna de Santa Rosa during the 1992-
94 period, EPA concludes that it is unnecessary to establish an
enforceable schedule in order to ensure that the State develops
this TMDL.

EPA and the State of cCalifornia are currently reviewing
progress made in developing TMDLs for the targeted high priority
waterbodies. EPA expects that the State will make substantial
progress in developing TMDLs for these waters over the next year,
and that TMDLs will be submitted for EPA approval upon completion.
If the State does not make reasonable progress in developing TMDLs
for targeted waterbodies, EPA will take appropriate measures to
ensure that high priority TMDLs are developed.

In conclusion, EPA agrees that a TMDL should be developed for
the Laguna de Santa Rosa and concludes that the State has made a
firm commitment to develop this TMDL. EPA disagrees with the
request to establish a specific time line for TMDL development in
this case because such a schedule is unnecessary.

3) A TMDL for the Lower Russian River should be accomplished by
the time frame established for the Laguna de Santa Rosa TMDL.

RESPONSE: EPA concludes that there is insufficient information to
support listing of the Lower Russian River on the §303(d) list (see
response to comment #1). Because EPA does not intend to list the
Russian River on the §303(d) 1list, we conclude that it is
unnecessary and inappropriate to establish a schedule for TMDL
development for the Russian River.

4) Commentor agrees that 17 rivers proposed by EPA for inclusion
on the §303(d) list should be added to the list.

RESPONSE: Comment noted. EPA is adding these 17 rivers to the
final §303(d) list.
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§303(d) List Submittal Recommended Decision

EPA has reviewed California's Clean Water Act §303(d) lists
contained in its Section 303(d) Report dated July 1992 and
submitted August 24, 1992. California lists 259 waterbodies stiil
requiring total maximum daily loads (TMDLs) {303(d) Report, Section
2], and 28 waterbody reaches for which TMDLs will be updated or
established over the next two years [303(d) Report, Section 3].

On September 24, 1992, EPA partially approved California's
303(d) list of water quality limited segments still requiring TMDLs
and the list of water quality limited segments for which TMDLs will
be updated or established within the next two years. cCalifornia's
submittal partially satisfies the listing requirements in Clean
Water Act §303(d) (1)(a) and 40 CFR 130.7 because the listings of
waters in the California 303(d) Report:

+ are based on reasonable analysis of available information
concerning State water quality conditions,

+ identify many, but not all waters within State boundaries
for which effluent limitations required by §301(b) (1) (a) and

- §301(b) (1) (b) are not stringent enough to implement
applicable water quality standards, and

+ establish a priority ranking for listed waters, taking into
account the severity of the pollution and the uses to be
made of such waters.

On September 28, 1992, EPA requested additional information
regarding a large number of waterbodies which were not listed and
provided the State the opportunity to amend its list to include
additional waters which meet the listing criteria. 1In a letter
dated October 28, 1992, the California Water Resources Control
Board informed EPA that the State would not amend its lists at this
time. Therefore, we recommend partial disapproval of the list of
water quality 1limited segments still requiring TMDLs because
California did not list 17 waters which meet the listing criteria.
We recommend addition of the following waterbodies to California's
list:



Waterbody Name Hydrologic Unit Number

Garcia River 113.70

Trinity River , 106.00

Gualala River 113.80
~ Redwood Creek 107.00

Shasta River 105.50

Scott River 105.40

Klamath River 105.00

Tomki Creek ‘ 111.62

Big River 113.30

Albion River 113.40

Van Duzen River 111.20

South Fork Trinity River 106.20 - .

Eel River 111.00 o
—~Mad River - 109.00

Mattole River 112.30

Navarro River 113.50

Noyo River ‘ 113.20

Attached to this report are fact sheets for each of these
additional waters which explain the basis for adding  the
waterbodies to the California 303(d) list. EPA does not propose
any changes to the list of waters for which TMDLs will be developed
over the next two years.

Basis for lList Review

EPA reviewed California's §303(d) lists by comparing them with
assessments of water quality impairment found in the following
documents:

11992 Water Quality Assessment Report (May 1992)"

. "DECISION OF USEPA ON LISTINGS UNDER SECTION 304 (1) OF
THE CLEAN WATER ACT REGARDING THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA," EPA
Region IX, (September 28, 1990),

+ Assorted documents which are cited in the attached waterbody
fact sheets.

« "Nonpoint Source Assessment Report" (August, 1989)

EPA's analysis indicates that the State has listed most, but
not all documented impaired waters as water quality limited
segments requiring TMDLs. The list of waters targeted for TMDL
development within the next two years appears to be reasonable.
Therefore, EPA concludes that California has partially met its
303(d) listing obligations.

Based on its review of 1992 Water Quality Assessment and the
other sources listed above, EPA identified additional waters as
possible candidates for 303(d) listing. EPA requested and received
assistance from Regional Water Quality Control Board staff in




further evaluating these additional waters and identifying
additional sources of information about these waters. Regional
Water Quality Control Board staff provided explanations of the
State decisions not to list most of the waters identified by EPA as
possible candidate waters. The Administrative Record contains
letters from two Regional Boards and notes from telephone
conversations with staff from 6 Regional Boards which describe the
basis for these State decisions.

EPA believes that the Water Quality Assessment alone provides
insufficient information to determine whether waterbodies should ke
listed on the 303(d) list. Therefore, EPA proposes to add to the
California 303(d) list only those waters for which multiple sources
of information are available to support a finding that a segment is
water quality limited (i.e., effluent limitations required by
§301(b) (1) (a) and §301(b)(l1l)(b) are not stringent enough to
implement applicable water quality standards. Based on its review
of readily available information about possible candidate
waterbodies listed in EPA's letter dated September 28, 1992, EPA is
proposing to add 17 waters to the California 303(d) list. See the
attached fact sheets for specific information concerning each of
these waterbodies.

Next Steps

California provided adequate opportunity for public
participation in the development of its 303(d) Report (see 303(d)
Report, p. 2 for details concerning public participation’
activities). EPA is proposing to add waters to the california
303(d) list and must provide adequate opportunity for the public to
review and comment on this proposed decison (40 CFR 25).
Therefore, EPA will publish a notice in the Federal Register
inviting public comment on the proposal to add waters to
California's 303(d) 1list. A 30 day comment period will be
provided. EPA will consider comments received from the public in
its final decision and will produce a document which explains EPA's
responses to public comments. EPA will consult with California
Water Resources Control Board and Regional Water Quality Control
Boards in its consideration of public comments. EPA Region 9
expects to reach a final decision on california's list in June
1993.
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303(d) FACT SHEET

WATER BODY NAME: Redwood Creek

LOCATION BY HYDROLOGIC UNIT NO.: 107.00 Source to Mouth

BASIS FOR LISTING:

.
-

Redwood Creek aquatic habitat is impaired by excessive
sediment loading caused by historic logging activity (Water Quality
Fact Sheet). Anadromous fish populations have experienced
significant declines in Redwood Creek, partly as a result of
fisheries habitat dasgradation (American Fisheries Society report,
March 29, 1992, Page 3 and Water Quality Fact Sheet).
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§303(d) List Submittal Recommended Decision

EPA has reviewed California's Clean Water Act §303(d) lists
contained in its Section 303(d) Report dated July 1992 and
submitted August 24, 1992. cCalifornia lists 259 waterbodies still
requiring total maximum daily loads (TMDLs) ([303-(d) Report, Section
2], and 28 waterbody reaches for which TMDLs will be updated or
established over the next two years (303(d) Report, Section 3].

Oon September 24, 1992, EPA partially approved- California's
303(d) list of water quality limited segments still requiring TMDLs
and the list of water quality limited segments for which TMDLs will
‘be updated or established within the next two years. . California's
submittal partially satisfies the listing requirements in Clean
Water Act §303(d) (1) (a) and 40 CFR 130.7 because the listings of
waters in the California 303 (d) Report:

+ are based on reasonable analysis of available information
concerning State water guality conditions,

+ identify many, but not all waters within State boundaries
for which effluent limitations required by §301(b) (1) (a) and
§301(b) (1) (b) are not stringent enough to implement
applicable water quality standards, and

+ establish a priority ranking for listed waters, taking into
account the severity of the pollution and the uses to be
made of such waters.

On September 28, 1992, EPA requested additional information
regarding a large number of waterbodies which were not listed and
provided the State the opportunity to amend its 1list to include
additional waters which meet the listing criteria. In a letter
dated October 28, 1992, the California Water Resources Control
Board informed EPA that the State would not amend its lists at this
time. Therefore, we recommend partial disapproval of the list of
water quality limited segments still requiring TMDLs because
California did not list 17 waters which meet the listing criteria.
We recommend addition of the following waterbodies to California's
list: :




Waterbody Name Hydrologic Unit Number

Garcia River 113.70

Trinity River 106.00

Gualala River 113.80

Redwood. . Creek 107.00

Shasta River 105.50

Scott River ' 105.40

Klamath River 105.00 ~
Tomki Creek 111.62 -
Big River _ 113.30

Albion River 113.40

van Duzen River 111.20

South Fork Trinity River 106.20 -,

Eel River 111.00

Mad River 109.00

Mattole River . 112.30

Navarro River 113.50

Noyo River 113.20

Attached to this report are fact sheets for each of these
additional waters which explain the basis for adding the
waterbodies to the California 303(d) list. EPA does not propose

ny changes to the list of waters for which TMDLs will be: developed~--~»-~~-~

over the next two years.
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Bagis for List Review

EPA reviewed California's §303(d) lists by comparing them with
assessments of water quality impairment found in the following
- documents: :

« "1992 Water Quality Assessment Report (May 1992)"

« "DECISION OF USEPA ON LISTINGS UNDER SECTION 304 (1) OF
THE CLEAN WATER ACT REGARDING THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA," EPA
Region IX, (September 28, 1990),

. Assorted documents which are cited in the attached waterbody
fact sheets.

- "Nonpoint Source Assessment Report" (August, 1989)

EPA's analysis indicates that the State has listed most, but
not all documented impaired waters as water quality 1limited
seg